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 Turkish consumers’ knowledge of and interest in food 
safety issues, attitudes toward specific food safety hazards, 
concerns associated with some food-related problems, 
worries about the safety of specific foods, sources of food-
safety related information, and perceptions of the reliability 
of these sources of information were studied. Significant 
differences were found to exist in the opinions, attitudes, 
perceptions, concerns, and worries of females and males; 
-unlike the findings of previous research, males experience 
higher levels of worry with respect to various food safety 
concerns, compared to females-, those who had 
experienced food-borne illness in the past twelve months 
versus those who had not; and also with respect to 
education and income levels. Implications of the study for 
various parties; namely, consumers, producers, retailers, 
the State, and related institutions together with further 
research are also presented in the paper.  
 
 No matter who we are or what we do, we are all 
consumers in need of regular food intake to keep on living. 
Moreover, this food intake needs to be acquired through 
healthy sources and practices so as to ensure that we do not 
suffer illnesses and our well-being is maintained, both 
individually and societally. 
 Yet, the extent to which individuals are really aware of 
the importance of food safety and whether they have 
sufficient knowledge related to this vital topic of 
consideration are unclear. It is important to study both the 
perceived level of knowledge (Bruhn & Schutz, 1999) and 
the extent to which people are willing to be informed about 
food safety issues (Knight et al., 2003) as this would be the 
very first step in dealing with this enormously important 
area of concern. Besides this, even if people may not be that 
conscious or caring with respect to food-related matters, 
they most probably have concerns and worries over what 
they eat, at least, from time to time. (Bruhn & Schutz, 
1999) (Brewer & Prestat, 2002) (Rosati & Saba, 2004) 
(Ozimek et al., 2009). Furthermore, when in doubt, they 
will turn to some sources to get advice and / or information 
on their choices. What these sources are and the extent to 
which they trust these sources (Bruhn & Schutz, 1999) 
(Rosati & Saba, 2004) (Levy et al., 2008) (Stefani et al, 
2008) (Tonsor et al., 2009) is another topic of consideration 
that has critical implications for many parties – be it 
producers, retailers, the State, or related institutions-.  
 As such, the current paper seeks to assess Turkish 
consumers’ knowledge of and interest in food safety issues, 
to evaluate their concerns associated with some food-
related problems, to learn about their attitudes toward 
specific food safety hazards, to identify their worries about 
the safety of specific foods, to study the sources from which 
they obtain food-safety related information, and also their 
perceptions of the reliability of these sources of 
information. The importance of this study lies in the fact 
that food safety and related concerns is a rather less-
researched topic in Türkiye and it will be gaining more 
importance in the near future, as our ties with the European 
Union will necessitate new considerations and applications 
on “food”, on the part of our country. 
 As to previous research conducted on attitudes toward 
specific food safety hazards, concerns associated with some 
food-related problems, worries about the safety of specific 
foods, sources of food-safety related information, and 
perceptions of the reliability of these sources of 
information, Knight et al. (2003) studied attitudes of  
Jamaican consumers toward specific food safety issues and 
found that about 69% of the respondents agreed that it was 
almost impossible to avoid some food safety risks and 
about 32% suggested that everything that they ate at the 
time were perceived to be dangerous. About 37% and 36%, 
respectively, felt that they could neither trust the food trade 
to provide safe food products, nor the government to take 
the necessary actions to ensure a safe food supply. About 
56% recognized that life was uncertain, and that one takes 
chances with food safety like everything else. The 
statement, “I want to know more about food safety issues” 
was “strongly agreed” by 36% and was “agreed” by 61%. 
There was no disagreement with this statement. “There is 
little I can do about food safety, so I do not worry about it” 
has received a disagreement rate of 77% . Those who have 
indicated that they had changed their shopping habits to 
secure a safer food supply for their home made up  68% of 
the sample. Strong disagreement seemed to exist in case of 
the statement “I try not to think how safe or unsafe the food 
I eat is” with a percentage of 80%. Again, 95% agreed with 
the idea that consumers have a right to clean, safe food. 
 In their study titled “Consumer Food Safety 
Knowledge and Practices”, Bruhn and Schutz (1999) 
studied Californians’ perceptions related to the 
trustworthiness of various sources of information on food 
safety. Consumer Reports, university scientists, health 
professionals, and science magazines were considered the 
most reliable sources of food safety information.  
University scientists and health professionals were 
considered to be a more reliable source of food safety 
information than family and friends. TV was considered 
reliable by fewer people than print media. Material 
prepared by the supermarket was considered highly 
reliable by only 4% of the respondents. More Californian 
consumers were confident in the safety of fruits, 
vegetables (over 90%) and dairy products (89%) than with 
any other food category. Poultry and beef were viewed 
similarly with about 70% confidence in safety. Concern 
about pesticide residues was ranked as a major concern by 
44% of respondents. Mercury in food and lead leaching 
from dinnerware were considered a major concern by only 
33% of consumers. Food irradiated to reduce spoilage was 
also considered a major concern by 33% of respondents. 
Bruhn and Schutz also point out to previous research by 
Hoban (1994), Hoban and Kendall (1992) and Bruhn et al 
(1992) which has indicated that consumers used TV, print 
media, and other people to obtain information on food 
safety. It was concluded by the authors that consumer 
perception of the reliability of convenient materials, like 
supermarket brochures, could be enhanced by including 
statements from relaible sources. Moreover, consumers 
were found to be more likely to believe a message when it 
was heard from a variety of sources, suggesting that 
messages from multiple sources be utilized to convey 
information to the public. 
 Miles et al. (2004) compared worry about different 
food safety issues identified in a previous exploratory focus 
group study and investigated potential demographic 
differences. 52% of the respondents were found to be either 
“highly” or “extremely” concerned about food and its safety 
in their daily life, in contrast to 15 % who were “not at all”, 
or “only slightly”, concerned. Females were more 
concerned about the safety of their food than males. There 
was no effect of social class, the presence of children under 
19, geographic region, or experience of food poisoning on 
this concern. However, there was an effect of age. Concern 
about the safety of food increased with age. The oldest age 
group was most worried. Females were more worried about 
all the food issues than males, consistent with existing 
literature in the area of risk perception; they were found to 
be more “risk averse” than men and as such they were more 
concerned about and perceived more risk to be associated 
with different food related hazards. Having experience of 
food poisoning or not did not differentiate people in terms 
of their worry about the two sets of food safety issues 
identified by the authors, namely, technological risks and 
lifestyle risks.  
 Rosati and Saba’s study (2004) aimed at exploring 
public perception of risks associated with different food-
related hazards and also, perception of the reliability of 
various sources providing information on food-related 
risks. Of the 966 respondents interviewed, 49% had never 
heard of irradiated food, 32% of genetically engineered 
food and 12% were not aware of food additives. 
Consumers received a variety of information about food 
safety from the mass media, and also from personal 
physicians, relatives and friends. The source from which 
consumers indicated to receive the greatest amount of 
information on food safety was television (24% learned “a 
lot”, 42% learned “some” information from this source) 
while 43% said they did not receive any information about 
food safety from their personal physician. 53% received 
“a lot” or “some” information from the papers, 39% from 
relatives and friends. 80% received either “a little” or “no” 
information from the radio. Consumers were also asked 
about their opinions on safety of a number of food 
products. Cereals were considered the safest food products 
(32% of “very safe” responses) followed by fish and fish 
products (24%) dairy products (22%) and fruits and 
vegetables (21%). The respondents were less confident 
about the safety level of meat and egg products (23% and 
24%, respectively). At the same time respondents were 
most worried about BSE and bacterial contamination. On 
the contrary, there was less worry about potential risks of 
genetic engineering applied to food production. The trust-
worthiest sources were consumer associations, research 
institutes, and non-governmental organizations. These 
information sources were also perceived as the most 
knowledgeable about risks associated with food-related 
hazards, the most concerned about protecting the health 
and safety of citizens and the most honest in terms of 
completeness of information. On the contrary, reporters 
and Government were perceived the least honest. In part, 
the results were also consistent with previous research 
where the most trusted sources included TV 
documentaries, quality newspaper and consumer 
associations; whereas the least trusted included tabloid 
newspapers and government ministers.  
 Tucker, Whaley, & Sharp (2006) studied Ohioans’ 
perceptions of various food safety risks and identified 
factors influencing risk judgments. Moderate perceived 
levels of risk were found with respect to the food safety 
items assessed. Pesticide residues in food and 
contamination of drinking water generated the highest 
levels of perceived risk, while mad cow disease and 
genetically modified foods generated the lowest levels of 
perceived risk. As to the perceived helpfulness of various 
media in providing news and information, traditional media 
such as newspapers and television were evaluated most 
favorably. With respect to the perceived level of trust in 
various information sources, expert sources such as 
physicians, health professionals, and university scientists 
were evaluated most favorably, whereas friends and family, 
the US Environmental Protection Agency, and consumer 
advocacy groups were evaluated least favorably. 
 
Research Design and Methodology 
 
 This research is descriptive in nature, as it attempts to 
describe the prevailing opinions, perceptions, attitudes, 
concerns, and worries of Turkish consumers regarding the 
topic of food safety and related issues. 
The research questions for which answers are sought can be 
stated as follows; 
Turkish consumers’ 
 perceptions related to their knowledge about food 
safety issues, 
 interest in getting information on food safety 
issues, 
 attitudes toward specific food safety issues, 
 worries with respect to different food safety 
concerns, 
 worries as to the safety of purchasing various food 
items, 
 sources of information on food safety issues, 
 extent of trust of these information sources. 
 To what extent “experience of any food-borne 
illness by oneself or a member of the family within 
the past twelve months” has an effect on the 
attitudes, perceptions, concerns, and / or worries of 
consumers with respect to food safety, in general? 
 To what extent do demographic variables (of 
gender, age, education level, income level, 
presence of children less than five years of age) 
have an effect on the attitudes, perceptions, 
concerns, and / or worries of consumers with 
respect to food safety, in general? 
 
 Data was collected through a self-administered, 
structured, and undisguised questionnaire distributed among 
consumers. Questions were developed upon a thorough 
analysis of relevant literature. A pilot study was carried out 
among 20 consumers with the purpose of getting to know if 
the questions were readily understood, necessary changes 
were made in the wording of some questions before 
distributing the questionnaires for the actual study.The 
internal reliability of the questionnaire using the 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.94, which indicated a 
high internal correlation among the items. The content 
validity in meeting the objectives of the study was 
established on consultation with food engineers and the 
literature. The questionnaire was divided into seven main 
sections and took an average of 15 to 20 minutes to 
administer. 
 As to the sampling design, the questionnaires were 
distributed to consumers living in the city of Istanbul. This 
cross-sectional field study took place during the two months 
of March and April 2010. 
 Stratified sampling (probability sample) was used 
based on the incidence of having or not having experienced 
food-related illness within the past year. The respondent 
sample was recruited by a local market research company 
through the use of a databank that  included people who had 
suffered food related illness within the preceding year and 
involved the random selection of those who volunteered to 
respond to the questionnaire. 
 Sample size was determined allowing a five per cent 
error, at 95 per cent level of confidence. Taking the 
population proportion as 50 per cent, the sample size was 
calculated to be 384 using the formula, n = π (1 – π) z² / e² 
where n=sample size; π=estimated population proportion;  
z = z value associated with the confidence level; e = error 
term. Hence, n = (0.50) (0.50) (1.96)² / (0.05)². 
 The analysis on the 384 questionnaires, inclusive of the 
descriptive statistics (frequency distributions and cross-
tabulations) and the relevant tests to investigate the various 
relationships and differences sought among the variables 
included in the study, was completed by using the computer 
program SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences). 
Since all of the questions were either ordinally or nominally 
scaled, non-parametric tests were used (Mann-Whitney, 
Kruskal-Wallis). Besides, all of the variables used in the 
study were found to be non-normally distributed, also 
necessitating the use of non-parametric tests. 
 
Findings 
 
 With respect to Turkish consumers’ perceptions related 
to their knowledge about food safety issues, about 60% of 
the respondents believe that it is either “not much” (54%) or 
“none” (7%) while about 40% believe that it is either 
“some” (32%) or “a lot” (7%). (Figure 1) 
 Regarding interest in getting information on food 
safety issues, 35% of the respondents have indicated that 
they would be “very much interested” and 60% have 
indicated that they would be “interested” in having more 
information on food safety. Only a very minor percentage 
seems to be disinterested (2% would not be “interested” and 
0,3% -1 respondent- would “not be interested at all”). 
(Figure 2) 
 
Figure 1. Consumers’ Perceptions Related to Their 
Knowledge About Food Safety Issues 
 
 
Figure 2. Interest in Getting Information on Food Safety 
Issues 
 
 Coming to attitudes of consumers toward specific food 
safety issues, as can be seen in Table 1, almost all of the 
respondents (97%) agree with the idea that “consumers have 
a right to clean, safe food”. Those attitudinal statements that 
received about 60 to 70 per cent agreement were the 
following: “I have changed my shopping habits to secure a 
safer food supply for my home” (69%) and “it is almost 
impossible to avoid some risks with food safety”(64%). The 
statements “I try not to think how safe or unsafe the food  I 
eat is” and “life is uncertain; you take a chance with food 
safety like everything else” have received an agreement rate 
of 58%, each. About 70% of the respondents have indicated 
that they disagree with the statements “concerns about food 
safety are being overstated” (68%) and “there is little I can do 
about food safety, so I do not worry about it”(67%). About 
60% do not trust the food trade to provide consumers with 
safe food products. This percentage goes up to 64% in case 
of the State; respondents seem not to trust the State in making 
the necessary inspections to ensure a safe food supply. In this 
instance, percentage of those who “strongly disagree” with 
the statement “I believe the State makes the necessary 
inspections to provide safe foods” climbs up to 27, those who 
“disagree” being 37. Approximately, 55% think that 
everything they eat these days is dangerous. 
 
Table 1. Consumers’ Attitudes Toward Specific Food 
Safety Issues (% of responses) 
                                 SA A DA SDA n* 
There is little I can do about 
food safety, so I do not worry 
about it. 
7,9 25,2 45,5 21,4 378 
It..is..almost impossible to 
avoid some risks with food 
safety. 
12,0 51,5 31,0 5,5 367 
I have changed my shopping 
habits to secure a safer food 
supply for my home.  
12,44 56,2 27,7 3,7 379 
Everything we eat 
these..days..is dangerous. 
19,9 34,7 40,9 4,5 381 
I try not to think how safe or 
unsafe the food I eat is. 
9,9 47,9 33,3 8,9 382 
I trust the food trade to..provide 
consumers safe food products. 
5,0 37,8 38,8 18,4 381 
I trust the State in making..the.. 
necessary inspections to ensure 
a safe food supply. 
7,4 28,9 36,6 27,1 380 
Life is uncertain. You take a 
chance with food safety like 
everything else. 
16,3 42,1 32,9 8,7 380 
Concerns about food 
safety..are..being overstated. 
5,8 26,1 45,9 22,2 379 
Consumers have a right to 
clean, safe food. 
74,1 22,5 2,4 1,0 382 
*SA:Strongly Agree; A:Agree; DA:Disagree; 
  SDA: Strongly Disagree ; n: number of responses 
 
 Regarding the extent to which consumers are worried 
about different food safety concerns, it is seen in Table 2 
that more than 75 per cent of all respondents do not know 
about listeria (86%), campylobacter (82%), and salmonella 
(77%) -bacteria which cause food related illnesses. On the 
other hand, e-coli bacteria is relatively better known among 
the respondents. (Only 38% have stated that they did not 
know about it). But for those respondents who know it, e-
coli is either “worrying” or “very worrying”. 51% do not 
know about mycotoxins -fungi that grow on food-, 28% 
about irradiated foods, and 22% about functional foods –
foods enriched with vitamins or calcium-, and another 22% 
about environmental pollutants like mercury and dioxin.  
 Among the most worrying concerns are genetically 
modified products (95% believe these to be “very worrying” 
or “worrying”), food poisoning (95%), the use of pesticides 
to grow food (94%), hormones (92%), food handling 
practices in restaurants (91%), use of additives such as colors 
and preservatives (89%), mad cow disease (88%), avian 
influenza (88%), antibiotic residues in meat (86%), food 
handling practices at home (85%), baby food containing 
genetically modified organisms (85%), conditions under 
which farm animals are raised (82%), food allergies (82%), 
unhealthy diets used to lose weight (81%), environmental 
pollutants such as mercury and dioxin (75%), plastic bags 
(that can be used in microwave ovens) (73%). Relatively 
speaking, those concerns which seem not to cause very high 
levels of worry are the following: pasteurized foods (38%), 
calorie content (31%), carbohydrate content (26%), sugar 
content (27%), fat content (23%), cholesterol content (23%).  
 
Table 2. Extent of Worry With Respect to Different 
Food Safety Concerns (% of responses) 
 VW W NW NWA DK n* 
Salmonella 12,4 10,2 0,3 --- 77,1 380 
Listeria 6,8 6,6 0,5 0,3 85,8 381 
E-coli 27,9 30,5 2,4 1,1 38,1 377 
Campylobacter 10,7 7,0 0,8 --- 81,5 373 
Pesticides 55,8 38,6 0,5 0,3 4,8 378 
Antibiotic residues 46,2 39,6 2,9 0,3 11,0 379 
Practices- home 31,2 53,9 9,2 1,3 4,4 382 
Practices- restaurants 47,8 43,2 3,8 1,2 4,0 382 
Additives 57,7 31,2 4,7 0,3 6,1 381 
Environ.al pollutants 51,3 23,4 3,2 0,5 21,6 380 
Food poisoning 61,8 33,2 2,4 0,5 2,1 382 
GMPs 64,9 29,6 1,0 --- 4,5 382 
Hormones 60,1 32,1 4,4 --- 3,4 383 
Avian influenza 61,1 26,9  4,7 4,2 3,1 383 
BSE 58,7 29,5 6,3 2,1 3,4 383 
Raising of farm anim. 35,4 46,5 11,5 1,6 5,0 381 
Food allergies 32,5 49,8 12,2 1,7 3,8 382 
Pasteurized foods 18,2 34,7 27,4 11,3 8,4 380 
Cholesterol content 22,6 47,4 19,7 2,6 7,7 380 
Carbo-hydrate content  15,3 45,8 21,6 4,4 12,9 380 
Calorie content 17,7 42,5 26,6 4,2 9,0 379 
Fat content 22,2 47,5 20,6 2,6 7,1 379 
Sugar content 20,9 45,0 23,0 4,2 6,9 378 
Unhealthy diets 43,7 37,3 9,5 2,4 7,1 378 
Plastic bags 30,4 42,4 13,9 2,1 11,2 375 
Functional foods 18,0 40,2 17,7 2,4 21,7 378 
Irradiated foods 29,8 32,7 7,1 2,1 28,3 379 
Mycotoxins 17,5 24,3 5,8 1,3 51,1 378 
GMOs in baby food  58,0 26,8 3,4 0,8 11,0 381 
*VW:Very worried; W: Worried; NW: Not worried;  NWA: Not 
worried at all; DK: do not know; n: number of responses 
 
 How worried consumers are, as to the safety of 
purchasing various food items was one of the other research 
questions. (Table 3) For 82% of the respondents, purchasing 
raw meat is either “very worrying or worrying”. These 
percentages are 77 in case of chicken, 73 in case of raw fish, 
62 in case of both ready meals and frozen foods, and 61 in 
case of both ready salads and canned foods. About 20 to 25% 
of the respondents neither worry nor not worry in purchasing 
deli products (23%), pastry products (21%), canned foods 
(20%), and ready cold meals (19%). 34% of the respondents 
have indicated that they do not buy shellfish; on the other 
hand, more than 75% of those who buy shellfish either 
“worry much” or “worry” when they do so. 22% do not buy 
breakfast cereals, 15% do not buy ready salads, 12% do not 
buy ready meals, 11% do not buy ready cold meals. 43% do 
not worry when purchasing fresh vegetables. This percentage 
is 42 in case of fresh fruits. Still, one third of the respondents 
seem not to worry in their purchases of eggs. About 25% do 
not worry in purchasing pastry products. In case of cheese, 
49% have stated their concerns while 30% seem not to have 
concerns and 20% neither worry nor not worry when they 
buy cheese. These percentages are 38, 21, and 20 for 
breakfast cereal purchases, respectively. 
 
Table 3. Extent of Worry in Purchasing Various Food 
Items (% of responses) 
 VW W N/N NW NWA DB* 
Chicken (n=379) 41,7 35,4 14,5 7,1 0,8 0,5 
Shellfish (n=278) 28,0 22,8 7,9 4,8 2,4 34,1 
Raw meat (n=381) 48,6 33,6 10,8 5,5 0,5 1,0 
Raw fish (n=378) 44,4 28,3 12,7 11,6 1,9 1,1 
Deli products 
(n=379) 
24,8 34,6 23,0 12,4 2,4 2,8 
Ready meals (n=380) 30,0 32,1 16,6 7,9 1,8 11,6 
Ready salads (n=377) 28,1 32,4 13,5 8,8 2,4 14,8 
Ready cold meals 
(n=379) 
23,5 35,4 19,0 8,7 2,6 10,8 
Pastry products 
(n=379) 
24,0 30,1 20,6 21,6 2,6 1,1 
Eggs (n=381) 26,5 27,6 16,5 22,8 6,0 0,6 
Frozen foods (n=380) 24,5 37,4 18,4 13,7 2,4 3,6 
Cheese (n=379) 17,9 31,4 20,1 20,6 9,5 0,5 
Fresh veg. (n=379) 9,5 29,0 17,9 30,6 12,7 0,3 
Fresh fruits (n=378) 11,2 25,2 20,9 29,2 12,7 0,8 
Canned foods 
(n=378) 
25,7 35,4 20,4 12,2 3,2 3,1 
Breakfast cereals 
(n=379) 
14,5 23,2 20,3 15,8 4,7 21,5 
*VW:Very worried; W: Worried; N/N: Neither worried nor 
unworried; NWA: Not worried at all; DB: do not buy this; n: 
number of responses 
 
 With respect to receival of information on food safety 
issues, more than 70% of the respondents have indicated that 
they can either get “little” or “no” information from the 
following sources: the State (83%), the Ministry of Health 
(75%), the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs (74%). 
Those sources that 60 to 70% of the respondents seem to get 
“little” or “no” information are the following: supermarkets 
/retailers (66%), consumer associations (65%), 
environmental institutions (62%), and health establishments / 
professionals (60%). For 56% radio and for 55% scientists 
and academicians can only provide “little” or “no” 
information. On the other hand, about 70% stated that they 
received “much” or “fairly much” information from family / 
friends (72%). Sources that 60 to 70% of people seem to 
obtain “much” or “fairly much” information are as follows: 
Television (68%), newspapers (62%), labels on packages 
(62%). This percentage is around 50 to 60 for books (59%) 
and the internet (59%). Those who state that they can get 
“much” or “fairly much” information and those who state 
that they can get “little” or “no” information from these 
sources are both about 45 to 50% with respect to magazines 
(48% to 47%, respectively) and scientific publications (47% 
to 46%, respectively) (Figure 3) (Table 4). 
 
Figure 3. Percentage of Sample Obtaining Little or No 
Information vs. Some or a Lot of Information From 
Various Sources   
 
 
Table 4. Amount of Information Obtained on Food 
Safety  From Various Sources (% of responses) 
 a lot some a little none DK* 
The State (n=375) 2,1 7,2 43,5 39,4 7,8 
Ministry of Health (n=378) 3,4 14,6 47,9 27,0 7,1 
Ministry of Agriculture and 
Rural Affairs (n=377) 
3,7 13,5 40,1 33,4 9,3 
Scientists / Academicians 
(n=377) 
9,0 28,9 35,0 20,4 6,7 
Health professionals (n=376) 9,0 23,7 41,2 18,9 7,2 
Family / Friends (n=377) 27,1 44,6 21,2 4,8 2,3 
Consumer associations (n=374) 4,0 21,4 35,0 29,7 9,9 
Scientific publications (n=373) 15,8 30,8 27,9 17,7 7,8 
Newspapers (n=380) 18,2 44,2 28,9 7,1 1,6 
Magazines (n=376) 11,2 37,2 29,0 17,8 4,8 
Books (n=377) 21,2 38,2 17,2 18,4 5,0 
Internet (n=379) 22,7 36,1 18,7 16,9 5,6 
Television (n=380) 23,9 44,2 25,5 5,0 1,4 
Radio (n=378) 11,6 23,3 27,8 28,0 9,3 
Supermarkets/ Retailers 
(n=378) 
5,6 19,8 31,5 34,4 8,7 
Labels (n=375) 16,0 45,9 24,0 11,5 2,6 
Environmental organizations 
(n=371) 
4,9 22,6 36,7 24,8 11,0 
*:DK: do not know 
 Coming to the extent to which people trust in these 
sources, it can be seen that the most / relatively more 
trusted sources are scientists / academicians (84%), family / 
friends (82%), scientific publications (78%), health 
establishments / professionals (76%), books (72%), and 
consumer associations (67%). On the other hand, the less / 
the least trusted sources are supermarkets / retailers (57%), 
the State (44%), and radio (42%). About 30 to 40% level of 
distrust exists in case of magazines (40%), the internet 
(39%), newspapers (38%), the Ministry of Health (37%), 
the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs (36%), labels 
on food packages (34%), television (34%), and 
environmental organizations (29%) (Figure 4) (Table 5).  
 The extent to which “experience of any food-borne 
illness by oneself or a member of the family within the past 
twelve months” has an effect on the attitudes, perceptions, 
concerns, and / or worries of consumers with respect to 
food safety, in general, was still another research question. 
 
Figure 4. Extent of Trust in Various Information 
Sources  
 
 
 Upon analysis of this variable using the Mann-Whitney 
Test, those respondents who had experienced food-borne 
illness within the preceding year (the experienced) were 
found to be more willing to have information on food safety 
issues compared to those who had not experienced such an 
illness (the inexperienced). Again, these respondents think 
more often than the others that everything we eat these days 
is dangerous. They also seem to trust to a lower extent in 
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the food industry in providing safe food to consumers and 
in the State making the necessary inspections, compared to 
the inexperienced respondents. Furthermore, compared to 
the inexperienced, they believe more that consumers have  
a right to clean, safe food. Most of the differences between 
the two groups seem to exist with respect to their worries in 
purchasing various food items (“experienced” respondents 
are more worried than the “inexperienced” in their 
purchases of chicken, shellfish, raw meat, raw fish, deli 
products, ready meals, ready salads, ready cold meals, eggs, 
cheese, canned foods, and breakfast cereals). No significant 
differences seem to exist between the two groups in their 
purchases of frozen foods, fresh vegetables, and fresh fruits. 
With respect to their worries related to different food safety 
concerns, the “experienced” are more worried in case of 
salmonella, e-coli, use of pesticides, additives such as 
colorants and preservatives, environmental pollutants like 
mercury and dioxin, genetically modified products, and 
hormones. The “inexperienced” seem to get information 
from the State, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, 
family / friends, and supermarkets / retailers more often 
than the “experienced” and they also trust these sources 
 
Table 5. Extent of Trust in Various Information Sources 
(% of responses) 
 a lot some a little none DK* 
The State (n=380) 5,3 42,9 25,8 18,2 7,8 
Ministry of Health 
(n=381) 
12,9 44,6 21,8 15,5 5,2 
Ministry of 
Agriculture and Rural 
Affairs (n=377) 
9,3 48,8 21,8 13,8 6,3 
Scientists / 
Academicians (n=378) 
25,4 58,5 7,9 4,0 4,2 
Health professionals 
(n=376) 
19,7 56,1 13,3 5,1 5,8 
Family / Friends 
(n=379) 
35,1 46,4 12,4 2,9 3,2 
Consumer 
associations (n=380) 
10,8 56,1 20,3 5,8 7,0 
Scientific 
publications (n=381) 
28,3 49,3 11,4 3,4 7,6 
Newspapers (n=380) 10,0 45,0 28,7 9,2 7,1 
Magazines (n=376) 8,0 43,4 29,0 10,6 9,0 
Books (n=371) 17,8 54,2 12,7 7,5 7,8 
Internet (n=377) 11,1 39,3 26,8 12,2 10,6 
Television (n=382) 14,4 46,9 22,3 11,3 5,1 
Radio (n=373) 5,4 40,5 31,9 9,9 12,3 
Supermarkets/ 
Retailers (n=372) 
2,7 30,9 33,1 23,9 9,4 
Labels (n=378) 13,5 47,3 25,7 8,7 4,8 
Environmental 
organizations (n=373) 
6,2 51,7 22,3 6,7 13,1 
*:DK: do not know 
more, compared to the “experienced”. One other source that 
is trusted by the “inexperienced” more is the Ministry of 
Health.  
 Analyses with respect to the demographic variables of 
gender, age, income, education level, and presence of 
children under five years of age were also conducted to 
have an understanding of the extent to which they have an 
effect on the attitudes, perceptions, concerns, and / or 
worries of consumers with respect to food safety, in 
general.  
 Demographic characteristics of the respondents are 
revealed in the following table: 
 
Table 6.  Sample Characteristics 
  Frequency Valid Per. 
Gender Female 246 64,1 
 Male 138 35,9 
Age Less than 20 15 3,9 
 20-29 110 28,7 
 30-39 131 34,2 
 40-49 60 15,7 
 50-59 30 7,8 
 60 and above 37 9,7 
 Missing 1  
Income Very low 12 3,2 
 Low 69 18,2 
 Medium 266 70,6 
 High 29 7,7 
 Very high 1 0,3 
 Missing 7  
Education Primary school 84 22,0 
 Secondary school 56 14,6 
 Lycee 98 25,7 
 University 107 28,0 
 Post graduate 37 9,7 
 Missing 2  
Presence of child / children under 5 years of age 
 Yes 46 13,8 
 No 288 86,2 
 Missing 50  
Incidence of having food-borne illness within the preceding year 
 Yes 126 32,8 
 No 258 67,2 
 
 With respect to gender, most of the differences 
between females and males exist in worries related to 
different food safety concerns: Males are more worried in 
case of food poisoning, genetically modified products, 
hormones, avian influenza, conditions under which farm 
animals are raised, food allergies, cholesterol content, 
calorie content, fat content, sugar content, unhealthy diets, 
and functional foods whereas females are more worried in 
case of mycotoxins. Males seem to worry more than 
females in purchasing shellfish. No other statistically 
significant difference was found in case of worry in 
purchasing various food items. Again, no significant 
difference exists as to trust in case of this variable.  
 “Age” of respondents and “presence of children under 
five years of age” do not seem to result in major differences 
of attitudes, perceptions, concerns, and / or worries of 
people with respect to the topic of food safety, in general.  
 Many statistically significant differences were found to 
exist in case of “educational level” of respondents, upon 
conducting the Kruskal-Wallis Test. Elementary school 
graduates’ worries related to various food safety concerns 
and worries in their purchases of various food items are 
more compared to lycee / university / post graduates. There 
are also some statistically significant differences between 
the different graduation levels and their information sources 
and the trust they have in these sources. University 
graduates seem to trust more often that the State makes the 
needed inspections and that the food industry is providing 
safe foods to consumers. In case of “income level”, there 
are only minor significant differences between the groups 
regarding their worries related to various food safety 
concerns. No significant difference was found in worry in 
purchasing various food items. As for getting information 
from and trusting different sources on food safety issues, 
there are a few significant differences between very low 
income and low income consumers versus the other income 
groups. Very low income consumers tend to trust more in 
consumer associations, scientific publications, newspapers, 
magazines, and the television compared to others. 
  
Conclusion and Implications 
 
 In this study, Turkish consumers’ knowledge of and 
interest in food safety issues, attitudes toward specific food 
safety hazards, concerns associated with some food-related 
problems, worries about the safety of specific foods, 
sources of food-safety related information, and perceptions 
of the reliability of these sources of information were 
studied.  
 In the first place, perceptions related to Turkish 
consumers’ knowledge about food safety issues show that it 
is not at a satisfactory level. Coupled with the very high 
levels of interest in learning about food safety issues in 
Türkiye and the very high rate of agreement with the idea 
that “consumers have a right to clean, safe food”, it seems 
that consumers are quite ready to welcome educational 
efforts concerning food safety. The State and related 
institutions together with producers and retailers, to an 
extent, are the main parties to initiate a comprehensive 
educational program on food safety issues. Yet, 
unfortunately, the majority of respondents do not seem to 
get a satisfactory amount of information from neither the 
State nor related institutions, inclusive of the Ministry of 
Health and the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs. 
Supermarkets / retailers are not thought to provide a 
satisfactory amount of information, either. Besides, there 
are rather high levels of distrust towards these parties as 
sources of food safety related information; with 
supermarkets / retailers and the State sharing the relatively 
worse rankings. In the eyes of more than half of the 
respondents, neither the State makes the necessary 
inspections to ensure a safe food supply nor the food 
industry provides safe food products. Before the initiation 
of an educational program, these rather negative 
perceptions need to be somehow altered by both the State 
and the supermarkets / retailers. 
 In the meanwhile, one of the possible ways to reach 
consumers might be through scientists / academicians and 
scientific publications, as they are the most trusted sources 
of food safety information. Hence, academicians should do 
further research in this area. Findings should be shared to 
the greatest possible extent and studies should be conducted 
regularly both to see the progress and to increase food 
safety related awareness among the public. Another trusted 
source is family and friends. Most often they are also the 
ones consulted first. Through word-of-mouth 
communication and regular studies, wide masses can be 
reached easily. Besides, for young generations, food safety 
may be introduced in their school curricula as a separate 
course, hence ensuring knowledgeable future consumers / 
customers and parents. 
 Consumer associations can be influential as they are 
also trusted by a majority of the respondents, provided that 
they reach masses, because many respondents seem to get 
rather low levels of information from this party. 
 A majority of the respondents have stated that they 
have changed their shopping habits to secure a safer food 
supply for their home, that it was almost impossible to 
avoid some risks with food safety, that they tried not to 
think how safe or unsafe the food they ate was, and that life 
is uncertain; one takes a chance with food safety like 
everything else. On the other hand, there was great 
disagreement with the statements “concerns about food 
safety are being overstated” and “there is little I can do 
about food safety, so I do not worry about it”. 
 Consumers seem to be worried about different food 
concerns in varying degrees. Genetically modified products, 
food poisoning, the use of pesticides, hormones, food 
handling practices in restaurants, use of additives such as 
colors and preservatives, mad cow disease, avian influenza, 
antibiotic residues in meat, food handling practices at home, 
baby food containing genetically modified organisms, 
conditions under which farm animals are raised, food 
allergies, unhealthy diets used to lose weight, 
environmental pollutants such as mercury and dioxin, and 
plastic bags (that can be used in microwave ovens) share 
the highest scores. Relatively speaking, pasteurized foods, 
calorie content, carbohydrate content, sugar content, fat 
content, and cholesterol content do not cause very high 
levels of worry. Besides, a majority of the respondents 
seem not to know about listeria, campylobacter, and 
salmonella -bacteria which cause food related illnesses. 
 Consumers are worried in their purchases of raw meat, 
chicken, raw fish, ready meals, frozen foods, ready salads, 
and canned foods  to a large extent. On the other hand, fresh 
vegetable and fresh fruit purchases seem to cause relatively 
lower levels of concern among consumers, followed by 
purchases of eggs, cheese, pastry products, and breakfast 
cereals. 
 These findings reveal that food manufacturers / 
producers need to be aware of the fact that most individuals 
are worried in their purchases of various food items, to 
varying degrees. Moreover, there seems to exist differences 
in the worries and concerns of different consumer groups 
with respect to what they are buying. For instance, unlike 
the findings of previous research, males seem to experience 
higher levels of worry with respect to various food safety 
concerns, compared to females. Again, those respondents 
who had experienced food-borne illness within the past year 
have lower levels of trust in different parties and are 
worried to a greater extent in their purchases of various 
food items than those who had not experienced such an 
illness. Elementary school graduates are more worried in 
their purchases of various food items compared to 
university graduates and they also tend to trust less in the 
different sources of information, compared to university 
graduates. On the part of the food manufacturers, all the 
foregoing imply that they should learn about their different 
target markets and try to appeal to them, accordingly. 
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